INTRODUCTION
Biodiversity in freshwater and terrestrial habitats of Antarctica is limited by the harsh conditions of extremely low temperatures, limiting the availability of liquid water in continental Antarctica (Lindgren et al. 2016) , and by the remoteness of the Subantarctic islands (Convey 2007 ). Yet, even under such extreme conditions, microscopic animals can survive (Zeppilli et al. 2018 ). Among the most successful microscopic animals living in Antarctica are the nematodes, rotifers, and tardigrades (Convey 2010) . Such microscopic animals were already known at the time of the first expeditions: ''The microscope showed that rotifers, water-bears, and other forms of minute animal-life existed'' (Shackleton 1909b) . Among these microscopic animals, ''It became a contest between rotifers and scientist, and generally the rotifers seemed to triumph'' (Shackleton 1909a) .
The aim of this review paper is to gather all the published information on rotifers found in Antarctica (Continental, Maritime) and Subantarctica since the discovery of this remote continent, and to make the data set publicly available. The data provided include the species of rotifers, sites where rotifers were collected and their coordinates, and type of habitat in which they were found. This data set is included in the Antarctic Biodiversity Information facility (ANTABIF), the Antarctic Node of the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF, https://www.gbif.org), under the collection of the Italian National Antarctic Museum (MNA) (https://www.gbif.org/publisher/4c882fee-876a-4b32-b218-67b2bdd42579).
RESULTS

Summary statistics
The data set consists of 22 columns (Table 1) per 1455 records of rotifers in Antarctica. A total of 124 original publications were searched to obtain the data gathered for rotifers from 171 different sites in Antarctica; 1084 records are reported to species (or subspecies) level, 231 to genus level, and 140 to family or higher taxonomic level (class or phylum). The total number of rotifer taxa included in the data set is 203; of these, 168 to species level, 30 to unidentified species at the genus level, 2 to family level only, 2 to class and 1 to phylum. The majority of the records (744) belongs to the class Bdelloidea, 679 to Monogononta, and only one belongs to Seisonacea; 31 records are at the phylum level.
Rotifers were recorded differently in the three Antarctic biogeographic regions: 807 records in Continental Antarctica, 405 in Subantarctica, and 231 in Maritime Antarctica. Within Continental Antarctica: 317 records were found in Scott sector, 273 in Enderby sector, 108 in Maud sector, and 109 in Wilkes sector. All records come from temporarily deglaciated areas along the coastal margins, except for one record of DNA from an unidentified bdelloid rotifer collected on accretion ice in Lake Vostok (Shtarkman et al. 2013 ) from the interior of Antarctica (Figure 1 ). The information about habitat was found for 1088 records. The majority of sampled habitats were aquatic environments (779), mostly related to brackish or freshwater habitat (e.g. pools, ponds, lakes, algal and cyanobacterial mats). Terrestrial habitats (274 records) were related mostly to soils and mosses ( Figure 2 ).
Data set
Object name: Antarctic Rotifera
Character encoding: UTF_8 (Pugh 1993 , McInnes and Pugh 1998 , Velasco-Castrillón et al. 2014a was followed: (1) Maud (between 30°W and 30°E), (2) Enderby (between 30°E and 90°E), (3) Wilkes (between 90°E and 150°E), (4) Scott (between 150°E and 150°W), (5) Byrd (between 90°W and 150°W), (6) Ronne (between 30°W and 90°W, excluding the Peninsula, which belongs to Maritime Antarctica).
Bounding box: All habitats at latitudes lower than 60°S, plus Subantarctic islands.
Sampling design: The data set was created including all the available publications on Antarctic Rotifera, to the best of our knowledge through the literature search.
Habitat type: The type of habitat was reported as in the original paper. Some examples include cyanobacterial mat, cryoconite hole, lake, marine littoral, meltwater pool, moss, pond, soil, etc. Biogeographia 35: 17-25 Garlaschè et al., 2020 22 Biogeographic region: Antarctica. Country: Antarctica. Quality control for geographic data: Quality control was performed using Google maps identification of sites, and latitude and longitude coordinates provided by data providers. Geographic coordinate format, coordinates within country/provincial boundaries, absence of ASCII anomalous characters in the data set were additionally controlled.Literature search General description: We first based our data set on the records of the most recent review by . We then searched for additional papers about rotifers in Antarctica, covering especially the years from 2014 to 2018 to update the data set from .
Literature search method: Online bibliography research tools (i.e. Google Scholar, Scopus, and Clarivate Web of Science) were used with keywords "rotifer*" and "Antarctic*".
Literature list: Nine additional papers were found to update the data set for the period 2015 to 2018: De , Iakovenko et al. (2015) , Sharov et al. (2015) , Zawierucha et al. (2015) , De Smet and Segers (2017) , Gantait and Chandra (2017) , Rochera et al. (2017) , Smykla et al. (2018), and Velasco-Castrillón et al. (2018) . In addition, other 20 papers published before 2015 but reporting unidentified rotifers were included in the current data set: Steele et al. (1994 ), Miller et al. (1996 , 2001 , Vincent and James (1996) Quality control for literature data: The completeness of the literature survey was confirmed by using three different search engines, and by not finding additional papers with species level records until 2014 not already listed in . The published data were considered reliable and simply checked for nomenclatural consistency.
Taxonomic coverage
General description: The data set covers all records of the phylum Rotifera in Antarctica. The inclusion of a taxon was based on its taxonomic assignation to the Rotifera in its traditional meaning, excluding parasitic Acanthocephala .
Taxonomic ranks: All taxa belonging to Rotifera were considered. In particular, we gathered data from records at the species, genus, family, class (Bdelloidea, Monogononta, Seisonacea), and phylum (Rotifera) level .
Taxon specialists: Diego Fontaneto, Willem H. De Smet, Nataliia Iakovenko, Christian D. Jersabek.
Quality control for taxonomic data: Taxonomic data were checked and updated to include revision of names, synonymizing, delimitation of genera and higher taxa, all conducted through a comparison with the List of Available Names for Rotifera (Segers et al. 2012 , Jersabek et al. 2018 ) for all species described before year 2000, and with the original descriptions for all species described after year 2000. Both the original name reported in the paper reporting the record and the currently accepted name are included in the data set. In cases where DNA data was reported for undetermined taxa, if a later revision unambiguously identified those DNA sequences, we report the currently accepted name in the column with valid name.
Taxonomic remarks: several records of animals that resemble species from the Northern Hemisphere are dubious. For example, the records for Habrotrocha constricta and H. elusa are dubious and may refer to some of the species recently described by Iakovenko et al. (2015) . The same for the records of Macrotrachela nixa, which most likely belong to M. jankoi. Nevertheless, in the data set, we report the names of the species mentioned in the original papers.
